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Abstract 
	
Most of the published research on cyberbullying has been conducted with children and 
adolescents, so little is known about cyberbullying in other populations.  This study examined 
cyberbullying within an emerging adult population in a university setting (N = 282), and 
explored what coping strategies these individuals intended to use in response to future 
cyberbullying incidents.  Blocking of the sender of the bullying message was found to be the 
most frequent intention to cope with cyberbullying among these emerging adults.  It was also 
found that both gender and victimisation status (i.e., whether the emerging adult had, in the 
preceding twelve months, been a victim of cyberbullying) influenced coping strategy 
intentions.  The implications for practice and future research are discussed. 
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Throughout an individual’s life a variety of stressful events will be encountered, and 
cyberbullying is one such stressful event.  Defined as a form of traditional bullying, it is an 
aggressive, intentional behaviour carried out by a more powerful group or individual using 
electronic forms of contact repeatedly against a less powerful victim who cannot easily 
defend him or herself (Smith et al., 2008).  The way an individual copes with cyberbullying 
has important implications for their psychosocial functioning (Bauman, Toomey, & Walker, 
2013).  Coping is theorised to be a response mechanism whereby stressful situations can 
either be amplified or abated (Aldwin, 2007).  Cyberbullying victimisation can result in 
deleterious consequences for the individual’s well-being, which can include low self-esteem, 
low academic performance, depression and suicide (Hinduja, & Patchin, 2007; Hinduja & 
Patchin, 2013; Mitchell, Ybarra, & Finkelhor, 2007).  Importantly, the consequences of 
cyberbullying have been shown to be even more deleterious than traditional bullying 
(Campbell, Spears, Slee, Butler, & Kift, 2012). 
While most cyberbullying research has been conducted with school students, studies 
also show that cyberbullying impacts up to 22% of university students (Macdonald & 
Roberts-Pittman, 2010; Walker, Rajan Sockman & Koehn, 2011; Wensley & Campbell, 
2012).  Despite these findings no research has specifically investigated how university 
students intend to cope with cyberbullying.  Exploring intentions is important as this 
information can be used to make speculations about how all university students-not just 
cybervictims-are likely to cope in the event of future victimisation. As the coping response 
impacts psychosocial functioning (Machmutow, Perren, Sticca, & Alasker, 2012), the way a 
university student copes with cybervictimisation therefore may be a key factor that either 
helps bolster optimal well-being or leads to adverse outcomes. Given that cybervictimisation 
typically impairs psychosocial functioning, more studies are required to investigate how 
university students cope with this stressful situation.  
Coping Frameworks 
 Coping models indicate that in response to stressful events individuals can use a 
variety of coping strategies. Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) seminal work proposed that 
coping is an appraisal based transactional process that results in the use of either problem 
focused (e.g., problem solving and help-seeking) or emotion focused (e.g., avoiding and 
ignoring) coping. This model has been widely used within the stress and coping literature to 
examine how children, adolescents and adults respond to a range of events (Compas, Connor-
Smith, Saltzman, Thomsen, & Wadsworth, 2001).  Using this model as a theoretical 
framework Frydenberg and colleagues (Frydenberg 2008; Frydenberg & Lewis, 1993; 2000) 
proposed that adolescent coping could be classified as productive (e.g., problem solving and 
investing in friends), reference to others (e.g., seeking social support and professional help), 
and non-productive (e.g., ignoring the problem and wishful thinking) (Frydenberg 2008; 
Frydenberg & Lewis, 1993; 2000).  Other models have focused on understanding how coping 
manifests differently over the lifespan. Drawing upon developmental studies some 
researchers have conceptualised coping as regulation in response to stress (e.g., Connor-
Smith et al., 2001; Skinner & Zimmer-Gembeck, 2007). These theorists suggest that coping 
changes throughout the lifespan and is heavily influenced by developmental characteristics of 
the individual (Skinner & Zimmer-Gembeck, 2007). Collectively, these coping models 
reinforce that coping is a transactional process that is influenced by internal (individual) and 
external (environmental) characteristics.                                                                    
Cyberbullying Trends          
 Successfully coping with cyberbullying involves using strategies that are associated 
with more positive outcomes, ones that aim to reduce the current bullying and prevent future 
victimisation (Perren et al., 2012; Vollink, Bolman, Dehue, & Jacobs, 2013).  On the other 
hand, unsuccessful coping is associated with strategies that inadequately address the bullying 
and result in negative outcomes.  Investigating how university students cope is important for 
two reasons. First, there is scant research in this area and second, school-based cyberbullying 
literature highlights a link between victimisation and unsuccessful coping (Sticca & Perren, 
2013).  Studies from traditional bullying literature have found that the coping strategy of 
help-seeking  of adolescents (e.g., from friends and adults) may be able to help reduce the 
impact of bullying on psychosocial outcomes.  For example, Davidson and Demaray’s (2007) 
study found evidence to indicate that social support can help protect against internalising 
(e.g., anxious-depressive) symptomology for victims of bullying. In the cyberbullying 
literature however, it appears that many victims do not always use strategies such as help-
seeking (Cassidy, Faucher, & Jackson, 2013).  Some studies have found between 50-90% of 
school students do not use any help-seeking strategies for cyberbullying, instead they cope by 
doing nothing, ignoring, avoiding or retaliating (Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Slonje & Smith, 
2008; Tokunaga, 2010). These findings reinforce Smith and Shu’s (2000) assertion that many 
victims of bullying behaviours are suffering in silence.   
 When school students do use productive type strategies, they are more likely to seek 
help from friends before family members and teachers. For example, Cassidy, Jackson, and 
Brown (2009) reported that adolescent students preferred, in the event of cybervictimisation, 
to cope by firstly telling a friend, followed by a parent and then school personnel.  There is 
one study which has examined the types of coping strategies used by cybervictims from a 
university setting.  Schenk and Fremouw (2012) found that American cybervictims aged 18-
24-years-old, typically coped by telling someone, avoiding friends, and seeking revenge.  
These findings indicate that while university cybervictims do use help-seeking strategies, 
they seem to use more strategies that are likely to be less effective for ameliorating the 
cyberbullying (e.g., seeking revenge and avoiding social situations).  
 
Victimisation Status (i.e. victim or non-victim), Gender and Coping Strategies 
Help-seeking is one coping strategy that is promoted by schools as a tool to combat 
bullying behaviours (Richard, Schneider & Mallet, 2012).  However, it appears that factors 
such as victimisation status and gender can influence an individual’s use of this strategy.  For 
example, Smith et al., (2008) identified that secondary school students who had not been 
cyberbullied recommended telling someone as one of the best strategies for cyberbullying.  
Closer analysis however, showed that many cybervictims did not tell anyone.  Other research 
has shown that adolescent cybervictims are considerably less likely to cope by seeking help 
from teachers and friends when compared to traditional victims (Vollink et al., 2013).  
Cybervictims may be less inclined to use these types of coping strategies, due to concerns 
regarding strategy effectiveness and concerns about a non-supportive school climate 
(Cassidy, Brown, & Jackson, 2012; Hoff & Mitchell, 2009; Parris, Varjas, Meyers & Cutts, 
2012).  No evidence is available to indicate whether university students would seek help from 
university personnel, or if victimisation status influences coping strategy intentions for future 
cyberbullying.   
University based research on gender and coping strategies for cyberbullying is also 
scant. However, school based literature has shown that boys and girls differ in their use of 
certain coping strategies. For example, boys are less likely to use help-seeking strategies as a 
way of coping with cyberbullying compared to girls (e.g., Li, 2006; Dooley, Gradinger, 
Strohmeier, Cross, & Spiel, 2010). Retaliation however, appears to be more widely used 
among boys compared to girls (Machmutow et al., 2012).  Examining how male and female 
university students intend to cope is likely to be beneficial for increasing our understanding 
of gender specific coping strategies for cyberbullying. 
 
Coping with Bullying in a Digital Landscape: Technological Coping               
A growing trend suggests that in response to cyberbullying individuals are also using 
online strategies as primary forms of coping (e.g., block and delete functions).  Cybervictims 
aged 10-25-years-old reported that the most helpful offline strategy involves telling a friend 
and the most helpful online strategy is blocking (e.g., Price & Dalgliesh, 2010).  Other 
findings showed cybervictims cope by deleting, ignoring cyberbullying messages or staying 
away from where the cyberbullying has occurred (Dehue, Bolman, & Vollink, 2008; 
Tokunaga, 2010).  There is some contention within the literature regarding whether or not 
these online strategies are effective for the amelioration of cyberbullying (Cassidy et al., 
2013).  The combined results however, demonstrate online strategies are popular and that 
cybervictims perceive that ‘blocking’ is a helpful coping strategy.  
The cyberbullying coping field is an emerging one. Despite research showing that 
cyberbullying occurs within university settings, no research has examined how university 
students intend to cope with this behaviour, and whether victimisation status and gender 
influences coping strategy use. Such knowledge will not only be beneficial for expanding the 
cyberbullying coping field, but also will be useful for students and universities, especially 
regarding support options and anti-bullying policies. 
This study is an exploratory examination of the types of coping strategies university 
students intend to use for future events of cyberbullying.  The study also explored the 
influences of gender and victimisation status on coping strategy intentions. 
 
Method 
Participants            
 A total of 282 students from a south eastern Queensland university, 204 females (72.3 
%) and 78 males (27.7 %), with a mean age of 19 (M = 19.73, SD = 2.14) participated in this 
study. The criteria for participation required the individual to be a current university student 
aged between 18 to 25-years-old.  Participants were recruited through the first year 
psychology research pool and through emails sent out by a Course Coordinator from the 
School of Psychology and Counselling at the university to the larger student population.  First 
year psychology students received course credit for their participation, and all other 
participants were entered in a prize draw for a $100 VISA gift card.    
Measures                                                               
Coping Questionnaire                                  
 An 11-item questionnaire was specifically developed to explore what types of coping 
strategies university students intended to use in response to any future cyberbullying.  While 
there are many coping scales available no coping scale has yet been developed for 
cyberbullying and the university student population. Therefore items used in this study’s 
questionnaire were adapted from a review of the coping with bullying (i.e., traditional and 
cyber) literature (e.g., Aricak et al., 2008; Perren et al., 2012; Parris et al., 2012; Schenk & 
Fremouw, 2012; Tenenbaum, Varjas, Meyer, & Parris, 2011; Tokunaga, 2010).  Participants 
were asked to report the likelihood of using coping strategies on a 4-point Likert scale 
ranging from very unlikely, unlikely, likely to very likely, if they were cyberbullied in the 
future.  Each item received a score ranging from 1-4 respectively..  The mean score for each 
item was used to examine the likelihood of participants using that coping item. An item that 
received a score of 4 was used to indicate that a specific strategy would be more likely to be 
used compared to another one that received a score of 1.  Examples of the questions included: 
“I would block the cyberbully”; “I would seek help from my friends”; and “I would ask the 
cyberbully to stop”.  Cyberbullying question  
  As with other sensitive topics such as adult intimate partner violence (Coker, Smith, 
McKeown, & King, 2000) and cyberbullying in adolescents (Campbell et al., 2012) 
cyberbullying victimization was assessed using a single item.. The following definition of 
cyberbullying was provided to participants: “Cyberbullying is bullying using technology.  It 
is when one person or a group of people repeatedly try to embarrass another person, using 
their computer or mobile phone, to use power over them. With cyberbullying, the person 
bullying usually has some advantage over the person targeted, and it is done on purpose to 
hurt them, not like an accident or when friends tease each other.”  
The cyberbully victim question asked “How frequently you have been cyberbullied by 
someone who you suspect was from your university during the past 12 months? This includes 
emails, chat rooms, instant messaging, websites, or text messaging.” Participants responded 
on a 5-point Likert scale with responses ranging from never, once or twice, monthly, weekly, 
or daily.  Participants who reported at least one experience of cyberbullying were classed as 
victims. For this item victims received a score of 1 and non-victims received a scored a 0. 
Participants were also asked to indicate their gender (male or female) and age (18-25-years-
old). 
Procedure 
Ethical approval for the study was obtained from the University’s Human Research 
Ethics Committee.  The online questionnaire was hosted by the university’s survey software 
on a secure server.  The data for this study was collected as part of a larger research study 
using a 126-item questionnaire examining various aspects of life at university.  An online 
information sheet was provided to participants prior to the commencement of the study.  
Submission of the questionnaire indicated consent.  Participation was voluntary and 
responses were anonymous.  All data collection took place between July and November 
2013.                   
 Analysis 
Descriptive analyses were firstly conducted to examine the  mean scores of 
participants who endorsed each of the 11 coping strategies. This analysis was used to indicate 
the popularity of a strategy.  Mann-Whitney U tests were then used to examine if there were 
differences between males and females, and also between cyberbullying victims and non-
victims for the 11 items measuring coping strategies. The distribution of responses of each of 
the eleven coping styles was skewed and hence non-parametric MannWhitney’s were used. 
While means and standard deviations are provided by way of description, medians and IQRs 
and mean ranks are also reported for each coping strategy as is customary with non-
parametric between group tests. The alpha level was set at 0.05 and SPSS for Windows 
version 22 was used for all the analyses.  
Results 
Descriptive Analysis of Coping Strategy Intentions 
Descriptive analysis was conducted to examine the coping strategies university 
students would most likely use in response to future incidences of cyberbullying.   Table 1 
presents the descriptive data for the eleven coping strategies.  
INSERT TABLE I ABOUT HERE 
 
Victimisation Status (i.e., victim and non-victim) and Coping Strategy Intentions 
 Approximately 16% of the sample reported an incident of cyberbullying within the 
preceding 12 months.  A Mann-Whitney U test indicated three significant differences among 
the 11 coping strategies between the victims and the non-victims. Table 2 shows the 
significant differences in coping strategies intentions between victims and non-victims. 
 INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 
Gender and Coping Strategy Intentions 
 A Mann-Whitney U test revealed a number of significant differences for gender and 
coping strategy intentions.  Table 3 shows the coping items that yielded significant results for 
gender. 
 INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 
 
 
Discussion 
The current study revealed that university students intend to cope with cyberbullying 
in a number of different ways.  The three most popular strategies (i.e., blocking, staying away 
from where the cyberbullying was taking place, and seeking help from friends) indicated that 
university students would use a combination of online and offline strategies to cope with 
cyberbullying. This pattern of results could indicate that university students may desire to 
engage in coping strategies that are perceived to be autonomous and problem focused 
(Zimmer-Gembeck & Skinner, 2011).  
We found that most university students would intend to cope by using a blocking 
strategy.  Although results from this and other studies (e.g., Price & Dalgliesh, 2010) indicate 
blocking is widely as endorsed coping strategy, efficacy issues have been raised within the 
literature (Cassidy et al., 2013).  From one aspect blocking may be considered a productive 
problem solving strategy as the bullying can be immediately stopped (Tokunaga, 2010).  An 
alternative view suggests that blocking could be an unproductive strategy as 
cybervictimisation can continue through other mechanisms such as emails or text messages 
(Cassidy et al., 2012; Dehue et al., 2008).  It is posited that university students view this 
strategy as a convenient first line of defence for cybervictimisation, and could use it while 
contemplating other strategies.  
Examination of the victimisation results revealed important findings. These results 
indicated victims, as opposed to non-victims, are less likely to use the blocking function to 
cope with future cyberbullying events. This finding is inconsistent with some school-based 
research, which showed that these cybervictims commonly use, and regard blocking as an 
effective coping strategy (e.g., Aricak et al., 2008; Price & Dalgliesh, 2010).  University-
based cybervictims may perceive blocking to be an ineffective strategy, as they recognise or 
have experienced that victimisation can continue through other mechanisms (e.g., private text 
messages or social media post).  This finding is interesting and indicates that university-based 
cybervictims may be less inclined to use strategies that are perceived to be ineffective than 
has been shown previously.   
The other important finding was that cybervictims were more likely to seek help from 
a university lecturer compared to non-victims. School-based cybervictims are reportedly 
reluctant to seek help from teachers, due to fears associated with loss of peer relationships, 
concerns about restriction to their devices, or that teachers are unable to provide adequate 
support (Cassidy et al., 2013; Hoff & Mitchell, 2009).  The finding that cybervictims would 
seek help from a university lecturer indicates that university students may not have these 
concerns, and this could be associated with developmental maturity (Zimmer-Gembeck & 
Skinner, 2011). These results may have also occurred as many of the participants were 
psychology students. These individuals may believe that within university settings reports of 
cybervictimisation would be managed more confidentially compared to other students. This 
speculation together with the findings, appears to reinforce the notion that coping is an 
appraisal based process, and that appraisals become more sophisticated with age (Frydenberg 
& Lewis, 1993; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Skinner & Zimmer-Gembeck, 2007). 
School-based cyberbullying research demonstrates that cybervictims are more likely 
to cope by help-seeking from teachers, when they are perceived to be supportive, 
knowledgeable about cyberbullying, and can offer adequate assistance (Cassidy et al., 2012; 
Perren et al., 2012).  Therefore, university cybervictims may have an expectation that 
university lecturers will have the necessary knowledge and skills to resolve cyberbullying 
situations, particularly if cyberbullying is occurring on a university platform (e.g., online 
class discussion board).  University cybervictims may also feel that they have greater 
potential to work with a lecturer to manage the cyberbullying in a co-operative manner.  This 
may explain why cybervictims are more likely to seek help from a lecturer as opposed to 
using blocking as a coping strategy.  
The finding that cybervictims would be more likely to cope by getting others to 
cyberbully the bully compared to non-victims is interesting. This result could indicate that 
when placed in a stressful situation such as cyberbullying, victims may feel that they have a 
greater chance at ameliorating the bullying with the help of others. This appears to be 
somewhat similar to Schneck and Fremouw’s (2012) study which found university 
cybervictims can use retaliation as a coping strategy. Together, these findings may suggest 
that university students feel that retaliation based strategies are effective ways to cope with 
cyberbullying. To explore this supposition future research should investigate the rationale for 
coping strategy use. 
Gender findings indicate that female university students showed a greater tendency to 
use help-seeking strategies compared to males, which is consistent with school based 
research (e.g., Li, 2006).  Females may intend to cope by using help-seeking to a greater 
extent than males as they believe these are more effective coping strategies for reducing or 
stopping the cyberbullying. The finding that males would be more likely to cope by getting 
others to cyberbully the bully, could indicate that males as opposed to females believe that 
support from their friends-using forms of retaliation-would be an effective coping strategy. 
The other gender finding showed that females would be more likely to use blocking as a 
coping strategy compared to males. This result may demonstrate that females aim to use 
coping strategies that directly restrict contact with the cyberbully. Comparing the gender 
findings, it would seem that males prefer to cope by engaging in retaliating type behaviours, 
while females prefer to engage in help-seeking and contact restricting coping strategies (e.g., 
help-seeking and blocking). These finding however, must be interpreted with caution as the 
sample for this study was imbalanced with many more females than males. 
The results from this study provide preliminary evidence to indicate that online 
coping strategies are popular among university students and that victimisation status and 
gender appears to influence coping intentions.  Importantly, this is the first known study to 
show that university cybervictims, and female students in general, intend to use a number of 
types of help-seeking strategies in response to cyberbullying.  
Limitations 
As it was expected that there would be a low percentage of cyberbullying victims in 
the sample, all university students were surveyed about their intentions. Although examining 
intentions can yield important insight into the types of coping strategies likely to be used, it is 
acknowledged however, that intentions are not failsafe predictors of actual behaviour (Ajzen, 
1991).  So while these results indicate the types of strategies likely to be used in response to 
cyberbullying these findings may not reflect actual coping behaviours.  Therefore, the current 
study’s results can only be used to speculate about the coping strategies likely to be used in 
response to future cyberbullying, as other factors such as changes in the university setting, for 
example, may influence actual coping behaviours (Cassidy et al., 2013; Richard et al., 2012). 
Noteworthy, these coping results may also have occurred as participants were required to 
report on their coping intentions using a forced choice questionnaire and could not rank their 
coping preferences. The findings could be an artefact of the questionnaire rather than actual 
coping intentions, thus further research using different measures is required. 
This study did not examine the type and strength of cyberbullying (e.g., one 
defamatory picture posted on a forum or multiple text messages to personal phone).  
Consequently, it cannot be determined whether these issues mediated or moderated the 
coping results. 
Future Research and Implications 
Investigating lecturers’ perspectives about their roles, responsibilities and competency 
for managing reports of cybervictimisation may help to establish better methods to reduce 
cyberbullying within university settings.  This research seems crucial as school-based 
research shows that teachers reportedly have poor response resolution skills for cyberbullying 
situations (Cassidy et al., 2012).  Future research in this area may help inform the 
development of more specialised coping strategy campaigns for the student population both 
within universities and other tertiary education contexts.   
This study has revealed that university students have experienced cybervictimisation, 
yet to date support for these individuals seems to be largely overlooked by universities.  In 
recent years greater emphasis has been placed on school-based prevention and intervention 
campaigns (Paul, Smith, & Blumberg, 2012).  However, this emphasis does not appear to be 
mirrored in university settings and highlights a major disservice to students.  Given the 
deleterious consequences of cyberbullying, increased knowledge is required in order to help 
tertiary institutions position more effectively against cyberbullying.  A stronger stance is 
important to ensure a safe and supportive learning environment is provided to all students.  
Conclusion 
The current study was an exploratory investigation of the coping strategies likely to 
be used by university students in response to cyberbullying.  Findings indicate that these 
students may intend to use both online and offline coping strategies, and that gender and 
previous experiences of cybervictimisation may result in the use of different coping 
strategies.  Combining these results with previous research supports the view that coping with 
cyberbullying is a complex phenomenon, one likely to be influenced by victimisation status 
and gender.  This study offers new insights into how university students intend on coping 
with cyberbullying. Such information broadens the field and is likely to provide practical 
information for universities and other tertiary institutions.   
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Table 1. Descriptive frequencies of coping strategy intentions for future experiences of 
cyberbullying 
 
Coping Item 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
Median 
 
IQR 
 
Block  
 
3.36 
 
.753 
 
4.00 
 
1.00 
 
Stay away from 
where the 
cyberbullying is 
taking place 
 
2.89 
 
.782 
 
3.00 
 
1.00 
 
Ask the bully to 
stop 
 
2.85 
 
.903 
 
3.00 
 
2.00 
 
Help from friends 
 
2.80 
 
.869 
 
3.00 
 
1.00 
 
Ignore 
 
2.56 
 
.855 
 
3.00 
 
1.00 
 
Retaliate  
 
 
2.47 
 
.837 
 
2.00 
 
1.00 
 
Help from family 
 
2.33 
 
1.02 
 
2.00 
 
2.00 
 
Threaten to 
report  
 
2.33 
 
.864 
 
2.00 
 
1.00 
 
Help from 
university 
counsellor 
 
1.83 
 
.843 
 
2.00 
 
1.00 
 
Help from 
university 
lecturer 
 
1.64 
 
.788 
 
1.00 
 
1.00 
 
Others to 
cyberbully the 
bully 
 
1.60 
 
.741 
 
4.00 
 
1.00 
Note. Item names have been truncated.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 2. Mann-Whitney U test results for coping strategy intentions for victims and non-
victims 
 
Coping Item 
 
Victims 
  
Non-Victim 
 
  
N 
 
M (SD) 
 
Median 
(IQR) 
 
Rank 
average 
      
   N   
  
M (SD) 
 
Median 
(IQR) 
 
Rank 
average 
 
Z 
 
Blocking 
 
41 
 
3.07 (.848) 
 
3.00 (1.00) 
 
113.44 
         
240 
  
3.41 (.726) 
 
4.00 (2.00) 
 
145.71 
 
-2.60**
 
Help from 
university 
lecturer 
 
41 
 
1.92 (.848) 
 
2.00 (2.00) 
 
167.63 
 
240    
  
1.60 (.770) 
 
1.00 (1.00) 
 
136.45 
 
-2.510**
 
Others to 
cyberbully the 
bully 
	
	
Retaliate		
	
 
 
 
 
Threaten to 
report  
 
 
 
 
Stay away from 
where the 
cyberbullying is 
taking place 
 
 
Ignore it  
 
 
 
Ask the 
 
41 
 
 
 
41 
 
 
41 
 
 
41 
 
 
41 
 
 
1.80 (.714) 
 
 
 
2.41 (.865) 
 
 
2.15 (.882) 
 
 
2.78 (.822) 
 
 
2.49 (.711) 
 
 
2.00 (1.00) 
 
 
 
3.00 (1.00)  
 
 
2.00 (1.50)  
 
  
3.00 (1.00) 
 
 
2.00 (1.00) 
 
 
164.49 
 
 
 
137.67 
 
 
124.98` 
 
 
129.77 
 
 
132.01 
 
 
239 
 
 
 
240  
 
 
241 
 
 
241 
 
 
240 
 
 . 
1.56 (.741) 
 
 
 
2.48 (.833) 
 
 
2.36 (.860) 
 
 
2.92 (.780) 
 
 
2.58 (.879) 
 
 
1.00 (1.00) 
 
 
 
2.00 (1.00) 
 
 
2.00 (1.00) 
 
 
3.00 (1.00) 
 
 
3.00 (1.00) 
 
 
163.38 
 
 
 
141.57 
 
 
144.31 
 
 
143.50 
 
 
142.54 
 
 
-2.290**
 
 
 
-.303 
 
 
-1.488 
 
 
-1.083 
 
 
-.814 
 
cyberbully to 
stop 
 
 
 
Seek help family 
 
 
 
Seek help from 
friends 
 
 
 
 
Seek help from 
university 
counsellor 
 
 
	
 
40 
 
 
41 
 
41 
 
 
40 
2.75 (.870) 
 
 
2.41 (1.07) 
 
2.78 (1.01) 
 
 
1.90 (.871) 
3.00 (1.00) 
 
 
2.00 (1.50) 
 
3.00 (2.00) 
 
 
2.00 (2.00) 
127.91 
 
 
147.85 
 
140.63 
 
 
145.63 
237 
 
 
241 
 
238 
 
 
239 
2.88 (.910) 
 
 
2.31 (1.02) 
 
2.81 (.845) 
 
 
1.83 (.840) 
3.00 (2.00) 
 
 
2.00 (2.00) 
 
3.00 (1.00) 
 
 
2.00 (1.00) 
140.87 
 
 
140.42 
 
139.89 
 
 
139.06 
-.997 
 
 
-.560 
 
-.059 
 
 
-.510 
 
Note. **p < 0 .01. Items have been truncated.  
 
  
Table 3. Mann-Whitney U test results for coping strategy intentions for females and males 
 
Coping 
Item 
 
Females 
 
Males 
 
  
N 
 
 M  
(SD) 
 
Median 
(IQR) 
 
Rank 
average 
  
N 
 
 M  
(SD) 
 
Median 
(IQR) 
 
Rank 
average 
 
Z 
 
 
Blocking 
 
204 
 
3.50 (.608) 
 
4.00 (1.00) 
 
151.93 
 
77 
 
3.00 (.960) 
 
3.00 (2.00) 
 
112.05 
 
-4.06** 
 
Others to 
cyberbully  
 
Threaten to 
report 
 
203 
 
 
204 
 
1.50 (.692) 
 
 
2.43 (.842) 
 
1.00 (1.00) 
 
 
2.00 (1.00) 
 
131.47 
 
 
151.13 
  
77 
 
   
78 
 
 
1.84 (.812) 
 
 
2.05 (.866) 
 
2.00 (1.00) 
 
 
2.00 (2.00) 
 
164.30 
 
 
116.31 
 
-3.37** 
 
 
-3.40** 
 
Help from 
family 
 
Help from 
friends  
 
Help from 
university 
counsellor 
 
Help from 
university 
lecturer 
 
204 
 
 
201 
 
 
202 
 
 
 
203 
 
 
 
2.51 (.985) 
 
 
2.89 (.835) 
 
 
1.94 (.861) 
 
 
 
1.76 (.799) 
 
 
 
3.00 (1.00) 
 
 
3.00 (1.00) 
 
 
2.00 (2.00) 
 
 
 
2.00 (1.00) 
 
 
 
155.98 
 
 
147.26 
 
 
149.25 
 
 
 
152.56 
 
 
 
78 
 
 
78 
 
 
77 
 
 
 
78 
 
 
 
1.85 (.968) 
 
 
2.58 (.919) 
 
 
1.57 (.733) 
 
 
 
1.36 (.683) 
 
 
 
2.00 (1.00) 
 
 
3.00 (1.00) 
 
 
1.00 (1.00) 
 
 
 
1.00 (1.00) 
 
 
 
103.64 
 
 
121.29   
 
 
115.74 
 
 
 
110.90 
 
 
 
-5.05** 
 
 
-2.59** 
 
 
-3.32** 
 
 
 
-4.25** 
 
 
 Retaliate 
 
Stay away 
 
 
Ignore  
 
 
Ask 
cyberbully 
to stop 
 
 
 
 
204 
 
204 
 
 
203 
 
 
201 
 
2.47 (.797) 
 
2.96 (.735) 
 
 
2.55 (.844) 
 
 
2.88 (.875) 
 
3.00 (1.00) 
 
3.00 (.75) 
 
 
2.00 (.100) 
 
 
3.00 (2.00) 
 
141.38 
 
146.61 
 
 
139.70 
 
 
140.22 
 
77 
 
78 
 
 
78 
 
 
76 
 
2.48 (.940) 
 
2.73 (.878) 
 
 
2.59 (.889) 
 
 
2.80 (.980) 
 
2.00 (1.00) 
 
3.00 (1.00) 
 
 
3.00 (1.00) 
 
 
3.00 (2.00) 
 
 
 
139.98 
 
128.13 
 
 
144.38 
 
 
135.76 
 
-.138 
 
-1.85 
 
 
-.460 
 
 
-.436 
Note. ** p < 0.01.  Item names have been truncated.  
 
